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Sir Peter Leiceſter Baronet, 


#18; 


Received your Addends to 
the Anſwer to my former 
Book, on Monday the 12th 
of January laſt; in writing 
| of which, whether you are 
\ Juſt to your word, or not, let the whole 
World Judge. 
' As for that which you ſay in the firſt 
Page thereof, I think it was not worth 
your adding to what you had formerly 
written, unleſs you eould make it to ap- 
pear that thoſe perſons whom you call 
judicious men, be ſuch whoſe opinions 
| are like to be of equal weight with 
thoſe Judges and Heralds who. ate 
againſt you, which (I believe) will be 
very hard for you to do: And if you 
a A 3 could, 


(>) | 
could, we ſhould therein be but upon 
equal termes, 

When you tell me in your 2 Page, 
that you do give me two or three pre- 
eedents more, beſides that of Geva, to 


prove that Lands in thoſe elder ages 


did paſs in libero maritagio, 1 cannot but 
ſmile, to ſee that you (till ſay, that the 
gift to Geva was ſuch a Precedent, con- 
ſidering how ih my Defence of Amicia, 
Page 43, 44. and ſo on to the middle of 
the 50 Page, as alſo, in my Reply to your 
Anſwer, 5. 23. and p. 45, 46. and ſo on 
to the 60. Page, I have made it to ap- 


pear, that it is very uncertain that the 


ſaid Geva was a Baſtard, but moſt certain 
that the Gift to Geva was not a Gift in 
Frank- marriage. 


—_— 
= 


| G3 
| John, was that baſe daughter named 
Joane, which King John had 'by Agatha 
daughter to the ſecond William de Fer- 
rars Earl of Derby; Secondly, in ſay- 
ing that the ſd Thewef/in did marry 


| Joaze daughter of King John in the year 


1206. Thirdly, in alledging that King 
John gave Elleſmere in libero maritagio 
With his ſaid daughter Joare. Fourth- 
ly, in pretending that the Mannor of 
| Budeford in Warwick ſhire, and the Man- 
nor of Sattehall in Worceſterſhire were 
given by King John tothe ſaid Lhewellin 
with any daughter of the ſaid King 
| John. And laſtly, in ſaying that that 
Joane who was wife to Robert de Andeley, 
| was the ſame Joane who was wife tothe 
ſaid Lhewellin. 

And firſt, you erre in ſaying that 
Joane who was the wife of the ſaid 
Lhewellin, was the ſame Joane which 
King John had by the faid Agatha; For 


| as you may ſee in your Hiſtorical Anti- 


' quities, p. 132. compared with Vincent, 
p. 204. (which is the place you bring for 
proof of what you ſay) the ſaid Agatha 
was daughter to William Ferrars Earl of 
Derby, by his wife Agnes the third ſiſter 
and coheir of Randle Blundevil Earl of 


A3 Cheſter 


(4) 
Chefter and Lincolme, which Agnes war 
2 of Hugh Cyveliok Earl of che- 
ſter by his wife Bertred. Now the ſaid 


Hugh Cyveliok, dying as appears in your 


Hiſt, Ant. p. 134. in tho year 1121. and 


the ſaid Bertred his wife ( as is proved 
Rot, de Dominabus pyeris, &c. in Scacc, 
enes Remem. R. ſub Tit. Linc. Rot. 1.) 
ing but Twenty four of age 
when her ſaid husband — 1 it will 
from thence appear, that Joane daughter 
of the ſaid Agatha could not poſſibly be 


the wife of the ſaid Lhewellin z For, if | 


we ſuppoſe that Randle Blundeuil was 
younger then his third filter Agzes 

which I am confident you do not be- 
lieve) and that the ſaid Berired was be- 
gotten with Child at thirteen yeares of 
age, and came ſo nimbly with her chil- 
dren as to have her firſt daughter when 
ſhe was fourteen years old, her ſe- 
cond daughter when ſhe was fifteen 
years old, and her third daughter Agnes 


when ſhe the ſaid Bertred was ſixteen | 


years old, then the ſaid Agues would be 
eight years of age in the ſaid year 1381. 

Jt we alſo ſuppoſe the ſaid Agatha to be 
the eldeſt of the fix children of the ſaid 


William Ferrars and Agnes, (though ſhe, 


might 


hk OSS DON tBeUa rt rs un GA mA ms. 


* 
- 
d 
r 
d 8 
d 
Cy 
5 
ll 
er 
e 
if 
as 
es 


tha woul 


| years of age, when the ſaid Lhewellix 
| was married, which (as anon will ap- 


pear ) was in the year 1204. So that 


this Joane daughter of 4zathe was fo far 


from being wife to the ſaid Lhewellin, 
that there is no likelihood that ſhe was. 
born at the time of the ſaid-Lhewellins 
marriage. But the ſaid Lhewellin was 28 
years of age in the year 1204, For, Syl- 
wefter Giraldus Cambrenſis in his Finer, 
Cambr. printed at London 1595. p. 64. 


| and 203, tells us, thut in the year 1188, 


(at which time the ſaid Silveſter was li- 
er of the ſaid Lhewellin'was 12 years 


_ Secondly, you run in to anqther erro 
in alledging that the ſaid ellia 
| A 4 did 


(6) 
did marry his wife Joas in the year 
1206. — he was her Husband 
in the year 1204. in the 6 year of 
King Joby, as will a by your own 
Authors, Stow and Speed, and by ſe- 
veral others 3 as alſo by this Copy of 


Kiog _ Precept to the Sheriff of 
bropſbire, 


to make Livery of the ſaid 


Lordſhip of Elleſmere. 


Ex Rot: Clauſo de anno Sexto Regis 
Johannis (in arce Lond.) membra- 
a 7. 


Rex Vicecom. Salop. Salutem. Scias 
quod dedimas dilecto filio noſtro Lewelli- 
2 manerium de Ellesmere, cum omni 

a pertinentiir ſuis, in maritagio filie no- 
fre, Et ideo,&c.T, eſte, Oc, apud Wigorn: 
23. Martii 0 : 


Thirdly, You are guilty of a third 
error, in pretending that King Jobn did 
give the Lordſhip of Elleſmere, in libe- 
ro maritagio with his Daughter Joan for 
your own Authors, as well as the afore- 
ſaid Record, do only ſay, that it was 

wen in Maritagio; ſo that your argue». 
ing that Elleſmere was given in mari- 
ſegio, 4 


farts 
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(7) 
maritagio, is very irrational; For 1 
have ſhewed in the 39 and 40 pages 
of my Reply to your Anſwer, that m- 
ritaginm is twofold, and that Lands 
may be given in maritagio, to one that 
is not of the Blood, but ( as I have of- 
ten proved) Lands cannot be given in 


marriage, but with one that is of 


the whole Blood, neither can they be 


ſo given, unleſs the word liberum be 
uſed as well as the word maritagium, as 
I have ſhewed in the 56 and 57 pages 
of my ſaid Reply. | 


But if it were fo, that you could 
have proved Joan, the wife of the ſaid 
Lhewellin, tohave been the baſe Daugh- 
ter of King John by the ſaid deaths: 
and if it had been ſo, that this gift of El- 
leſmere had been in libero maritagis, yet 
it would have ſtood you in no ſtead; 
for as you may ſee Coke upon Littletor, 

e in a Gift of 
Frank- marriage) that ir canſe of the gift 
be not of the blood of the Donor, yet there 
may paſs an Eſtate for life, if Livery be 
made; And in this cafe of Elleſmere 
(as appears before) Livery wis made; 
And you may find in the Wel/F'Hiſtory, 
Ae put 


4 and 
t out r Tamell, p. 306. 
Lu, wins opt 626. that t 
Elleſwere was injoyed by the (aid LH. 
wellin, yet it was not | by: 
his Son David, but was the next year 
after the death of Lhemeliia in (or a- 
bout) the Feaſt of the Deeollation of 
St. Jobs Baptiſ, in the hands of Ki 
Henry the II I. and as appears by 
Record, the cuſtody thereof, together 
with the Hundred of Elleſmere, was 
afterwardscommitted by the ſame King 
to the Truſt of Hamonle Strange, 


- Fourthly you ave alſo miſtaken in 


thinking that the Mannors of Budefort | 


and Sutteball, were given by King 
to Lhewellin with his Daughter Joan, 
and for all your boaſting demand' of 
what can be clearer ? yet your Deed 
is far from proving what you ſuppoſe 
it doth; For it neither ſays that King 
ohm gave thoſe Mannors cum filia ſus 
6 iſtarda, or that he gave them cus filia 
14. ä 


And whereas you ſay in the fourth 
page of your Addenda , that the ſaid 
Prigce Lhewellin never married any. 

Daugbter 


— 


. ³˙¹ T r a_ me on. cou. 


on my my u% 1 » 


% ® UY 6 oo a+ 55 %, -& 


» 'S Www 
# 


ter ofthe 


(% 
of King John but the ſaid 


Joan, I ſhall thus far agree with you, 


hat he married a Daughter of King 
Jobe's,named Joan; and but one Daugh- 
ter of his, but not that Jam which you 
ſuppoſe. But certainly your conceit 
that Lhewellin could not have a former 
Wife, 2 another Daugh- 
id K. Jobo, is a very wild oneʒ 
For, King Jobs might give thofe Man- 
nors to Lhewellin with any Woman 
that was of his kindred; and it is very 
apparent that our Engliſh Kings about 
that time were very deſirous to have 
Alliance with the Princes of Narth- 
Wales For, beſides that Match of Lhe- 
wellin with the Daughter of King Jebx, 
and this Match of Jobx.Scot with Hellen, 
Daughter of the ſaid Lhewellir, David. 
ap Owen (Uncle to the ſaid Lhewelin) 
id marry a Siſter of King Henry the Il. 
as you may (ee in 8ylveſter Giraldes. p. 
203, and the Welſb Hiſtory, p- 235. And 
King Edward the I, alſo cauſed Lhewel- 
lin ap Griffith Lhewellin, to marry a 
Daughter of Sim de Mount ford, Earl 


of Lieceſter, which Daughter the ſaid 


Earl had by a Daughter of King Jobe, 
and this, although the ſaid Lbewellu op 
| Griffith 


(10) 
Griffith Lhewellin would have married 
elſewhere, as you may read in Kirjghtor: 
col. 2462. mm: 26, and num. 50. And 
although we cannot tell the name of 
her who was the firſt wife of that Lhe- 
wel/in, who married Joan the Daughter 
of King Jobn: as aforeſaid, we being ig- 
norant of that, as we alſo are of the 


Wives of many great perſons, and of 


many other things in thoſe elder ages, 
et the ſaid Lheweilin muſt neceſſarily 
vea former Wife, as will appear by 
theſe following Reaſons. 


- Firſt, becauſe moſt Writers, as Fabian 
in the 7 Part of his Chronicle, p. 13. a. 
Stow, p. 167, a. Doctor Powell in his 
Notes on the Welſh Hiſtory, p, 259. Tork, 

20. Speed in his Hiſtory printed at Lon- 
don, 1632. p. 573. Vincent on Brooke, p. 
204. Cambden in his Britania, in Latine, 
Priated at London, 1607. p. 453. and 
Knighton, col, 2417. num, 42. do all 
tell us of Lands given by the ſaid King 
John to the ſaid Lhewellin, with his 
Daughter Joan, and yet none of them 
do ſay, that theſe Mannors of Budeford 
and Suttehall, or either of them were 
given with the ſaid Joan. 
| Secondly, 


Neersen eee. 


An. 4 ts 


(1) 
Secondly, Becauſe our beſt Authors: 
who tell us what Children the ſaid 
Lhewellin had by the ſaid Joane, do only 
name one ſon, viz. David, and two 
daughters, viz. Marret married to Johns 
de Bruſe; and Gladys married to Sir Repb 
Mortimer, but. none of them doth name 
Hellen, ſo that it ſeems Hellen was no- 
daughter of. his by the ſaid Jaane. 


Thirdly, Becauſe (as before appears) 
the ſaid Lbewellin married the ſaid Joane 
in the year 1204. Now Randle Earl of 
Cheſter coming to the City Damiate in 
the beginning of the year 1218. as you 
may ſer in Matt. Paris; p. 303. . 24. 
& 309. u. 16. compared together, and 
this Match of John Scot and the ſaid 
Hellen as you may find in Krightor, col. 
2430. m . being agreed on by Rande 
Earl of Cheſter and the ſaid Lhewellin be- 
fore the ſaid Randle. went thither ( and 
by conſequence about the year 1217.) 
What likelihood is there that the ſaid 
Joane could have any daughter old 
enough to be married to the ſaid Jobs 
Scot, it being impoſhble that Lhewellin 
could at that time have any Child by 
King John's daughter, who * be 

above 


(12) 
above the age of twelve 
though you pretend that 


te; And 
Scot did 


marry the ſaid Hellen about the year | 


1222, yet you do that, becauſe ſhe 
eonld not well | be marriageable till 
about that time if her Mother had 
been married in that yeat, which you 
fully ſuppoſed ſhe was: But there is no 
likelihood that Zan#le Blundevil would 
go to the Holy Land after the ſaid marri- 
age was agreed on, before it way 
Confummated , and that he had 
thereby ſome affurance that the faid 
Lhewellin would keep that peace which 
was then made: But, Lhewellen might 
very well have à daughter by a former 
wife, who in the year 1217. might be 
old enough to be married to Jobs Scot, 
for the ſaid Lhewellin (as appears by the 


proofes before) was then a peu 2 
ell. 


And it is like that Jobs Scot was t 

a good age, for, if his Grandmother 
Zertred had his Mother Mande when ſhe 
the ſaid Bertred was 18 years of age, 


and if his Mother Maude had him the. 
faid John 8co8 when ſhe was alſo 19 


— of age, yet Joby $cot would be 
orn in the year 2193, and would be 
24 years old in the year 1217, X 
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Fourthly, (which doth abſolutely 


| Clear the point) the ſaid Lhewallin 


could not A have giventhe Man- 
* aforelaid in free marriage with his 
hcer Hellen unto the (aid Jobs $cot, 


xr $ they had been 52 5 c 


Lhewellin with 2 . wife, aud that 
the [aid Hellen was the heit unto his for- 
mer wife ; For when lands are given is 
free marriage, the husband bath not the 
inheritance of the ſaid lands, neither 
hath he ſo much as an eſtate for life, ua- 
til he be Tenant by the Curteſie of 72 
wok And you 444 fab * — 
cording to your 0 1 
| the LS 1 this pole eg 7 Leer 
holden in thaſe e times from — 
it is now 3 Fax, as you may ſee in my 
Lord Coke on Littletos, fal. 24. 4. the 
hu«band'in the time of King Edward the 


| Third, was ſo far from having the in- 


heritance of Lands 1 to him in 
Frankmarriage , that if he and his wife 
1 were divorced, the. woman ſhould cn-- 


| joy the whole land 3 And for this he 


cites in the N 13 Edw. 3. fit. Aſs. 
19 Edw. 3. Aſs with ſeveral other 


profes of the We nature Alſo in the 
KF cime 


C14) | 


time of King Edw, 1. as you may ſee in | 


the Antient Treatiſe called Fleta, the 
Inheritance in theſe caſes was in the 
wife, and not in the husband: For in 
the 3 Book and 11th Chapter, de dona- 
tionibur in maritagiis it is thus ſaid, Ex 
quamvis fiat mentio in donatione, quod 
terra data fit in maritagium tali viro, 
cum tali uxore, res data tamen eſt liberum 
tenementum uxoris , & non viri, cus 
nom habeat niſi cuſtodiam cum nxore, do- 
nec liberum tenementum ſibi accreſcat, per 
legem Anglie : Secus ſi pro homagio & ſer- 
vitio viri & in Maritaginm fads fuerit 
donatio, And ſo alſo Brad ( who 
lived in the time of King Henry „ 
Third, and alſo in the time of the ſai 
Lhewellin ) lib. 2. cap, 11, ſays, Si au. 
tem fiat mentio quod terra data ſit in ma- 
ritaginm cum uxore & eorum heredibus, 
communes heredes de corpore utriuſqus 


admittantnr, qui ſt defecerint, revertitup| | 


terra data, & alii remptiores excluduns 


tur: quia res data eſt liberum tenemens| 


tum uxoris, & non viri, cum non habeat 
nifi cuſtodiam cum wxore. Si autem fic 
terra detur in Maritagium, viro cum uxort 
& corum heredibus, pro homagio e 
fervitio viri (quod fit aliquando) 42 
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Letur in liberum maritagium, que ſunt ſibi 


ad invicem adverſantia ſtve repugnantia, 
tunc prefertur homaginm, & erit acſi fñieret 
donatio tam viro quam uxori; And fo 
alſo my Lord Coke on Littleton, fol. 21.6. 
tells us, That if the King give Landi to a 
man with a woman of his kindred in franł- 
marriage, and the woman dyeth without 
45 the Man in the Kings caſe ſhall not 

d it for his fe „ berauſe the woman 
was the cauſe of the gift, but otherwayes it 
is in the caſe of a common perſon, and for 
this in the Margent he cites 9 H. 33 
Dower. 202. So alſo Mr, Glandile (who! * 
{ ved in the time of King Henry the Se- 
end, and before the time of the ſaid 
Lhewellin) lib. 7. cap, 18. to the ſame 
purpoſe fayes, Cum quis itaque terram 
aliqnam cum uxore ſua in Maritagium ces 
perit, fi ex eadem uxore ſua heredem ha- 
buerit filiam , vel filiam clamantem && 
anditum infra quatuor parietes ſi idem vir 
uxorem ſuam ſupervixerit , ſive vixerit 


| beres ſtve non, illi in vida ſua remanei 


maritagium illud, poſt mortem vero ipſins 
ad donatorem wel ejus beredes eſt reverſn+ 
rum. Sin autem ex nxore ſua mnquam 


babnerit hæredem, tunc ftatim poſt mortem 


* #x0717 ad donatorem wel heredes ejus re- 
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(16) 
vertetur maritagium; ſo that it is clear 
that the lands which were given with | *| 
the ſaid Hellen to the ſaid John Scot Ne 
were given to the ſaid Lbewellin with a fo 
former wife, who was Kinſwomantothe | 
ſaid King John, and Mother to the ſaid | C 
Hellen, * otherwiſe the ſaid Gift to] 12 
John Scot could not be good; But if | W* 
they were given to the ſaid Ehewellin do 
with a wife who was Mother ta | | 
the faid Hellen, but dead at the time of | © 
the gift to the ſaid Jobn Scot, then the (3 
ſaid Lhewellin being Tenant by the Cur- 
teſie of England, and the inheritance the 
being in the ſaid Hellen he might paſy| Va 
away his Eſtate to the ſaid John ves 
with the ſaid Hellen, and they might W 
lawfully hold the ſaid Mannors in libero bus 
waritagio , according to the Agreement| Ca 
made betwixt the ſaid Rundle Earl of | tru 
Cheſter and Lincolne, and the ſaid Lhewels| de 
lin Prince of North-Wales. b. 

Laſtly, You erre a fifth time in ſay- die 
ing, that Joane the wife of Robert de a0 
Audeley was the ſame Joane who was wife Vea 
to the ſaid Lhewellin ; For, that cann 


poſlibly be, becauſe Robers de Audelry ali 
married Joane the baſe daughter of King thai 
Jobn by Agatha, who might well be mar; = 


riageable in the 14 year of King H 


the 
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(17) 
the Third, which fell out to be in the 
years 1229. and 1230. But, I have be- 
fore ſhewed. that there is no poſſi bility 
that the ſaid Jaane daughter of Agatha 
could be wife to Lhewellia in the year 
1204. nor any likelihood that ſhe then 
was born, And this miſtake of yours 
doth further appear, becauſe (as before 
is ſhewed) Prince Lhewellin was husband 
tothe ſaid Joane in the year 1204. and 
(as you well know and confeſs) he dy- 
ed not till che 24th year of King Henry 
the 3d. How then can that Jane who 
was wife to Robert de Audeley in the 14th 
year of King H. 3. be the fame Joare who 
was wife to Lhemellind unleſs ſhe had two 
husbands living at one time. Or, How 
can what your Author Vincent (ayes be 
true, That ſbe was re-married to Robert 
de Audley, 14 H, 3. after the death of 
Lhewellin , ſeeing the ſaid Lhewellix 
died not till the 24th year of Henry 3d > 

and did alſo outlive his wife Joane three 

yeares ? Certaialy,if Vincent had known 
as well as you, how long the ſaid Lhem- 
ellin lived, he would never have ſaid 
that Joane the wife of Robert de Audley 
was the ſame Joane who was wife of 
Lhewellin But though you do acknow- 
B 2 ledge 


(18) 
ledge that Vincent did erre in ſaying 
Lhewellin was dead, when Joane was mare 
ried to Robert de Audeley, yet you would 
willingly juſtifie the other part of his 


error, in making Audeleys er- to 


be the ſame woman with Lhewellins wife 
Jeane, and to do this, you fancy that 
Lhewellin was divorced from his wife 
Joane, though there be no Author who 
doth alleadge any ſuch thing. And, 
Can we think that a Prince of North- 
Wales, and a daughter of King John could 
be divorced, and one or both of them 
marry again in the life-time of each 
other, and no writer take notice there- 
of? Or, can it be, that Mat. Paris, who 
lived at that very time, ſhould ( in his 
365. Page) ſpeak of William de Braus 
His being taken in Adultery with the 
ſaid Joane, with an (ut dicebatur) only? 
Or, the Welch Hiſtory (p. 286.) with 
an (as it was reported) if the Adultery 


| 


Narres 


CL 


was ſo notoriotis, as that ſhe was divor- 
ced for it? Indeed, you tell us out « 
Knighton, col. 2439. that Anno Domini 
1228. 13H.3. Leolinus PrincepsWalli 
rebllare cepit : Tandem vero poſt com 
eurfus varios , & diſcrimina multa , pe 
quoddam marjtaginm cum Rege concore 
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(19) 
tus eſt, & in pace dimiſſus; and from theſe 
g | words, per quoddam maritagium , you 
re | would inſinuate a Divorce, and a new 
d' | Marriage of the ſaid Joane, with Robert 
is | de Audeley, which divorce and marriage 
to | js further fetcht then any thing that 1 
fe | ever heard of in all my life; For, it is 
at | not likely that the puting away of the 
fe' | Kings Siſter could be a means to pro- 
ho | cure Peace, and none knowes betwixt 
d, | what parties the marriage there ſpoken 
th- | of was ; But you did well to break off 
ld at the words in pace dimiſſus, for if you 
em had added theſe words of Knighton, 
ch which immediately follow the other, 
re- viz, Anno Domini ſequenti (the Figures 
ho 1229. being alſo put in the margent ) 
his Lewelinus eundem Willielmum de Braus 
ans| Baromem nobilem quem ad feſta Paſchalis 
the invitaverat , poſt epularum copiam ſuper 
ye adulterio & violatione uxoris ſuæ accuſes, 
ith] & malitioſe eum & hoſtiliter ingreſſus eſ, 
ery] & eum iu carcerem trudens morte tur piſſi- 
or- ma & abſque omni judicio ſententialiter 
ol intere mit. It would from thence have 
ini appeared that neither the Divorce or 
lia ſecond marriage of the ſaid Joave could 
on thereby be meant, unleſs you would 
have a Divorce in the year 1228, for an 

8 Adultery 


(20) 
Adultery not committed till the year 
1229. And with Knighton agrees the 
ſaid Mat. Maris, p. 365. u. 10. ( menti- 
oned in the 5 Page of your Addenda) 
who ſaith, that William de Braus wa 


hanged for that ſuppoſed Adultery, in te 


moneth of April, in the year 1230, And 
we well know , there is but one week 
betwixt the laſt day of the year 1329. 
and the firſt day of April 1230, "2 


Alſo, in the 6 Page of you Addenda, 
where you tell us out of the Welſh Hi. 

ory put out by Doctor Powel, that Lew. 
ellin's wife died in the ear 1237. if you 
would have added what is further ſaid 


in the ſame Page, it would have given 


ſatisfaction that Lhewellins wife was 
flivorced , For, Page 293. you may thus 
read, The next Spring ( 1237.) died 

gone daughter to King John, Princeſs c 
ales, anti was buried pm the Sea fhore 
within the Iſle of Angleſey at Lhanvacs 
as her pleaſure was, where the Prince tit 
build am houſe of — Friars over | 
rave. Now certainly the Welſo Hilo 
would not then have called her Prince 
of Wales, nor her husband have built 
that houſe over her, if ſhe had been di: 
VOTCCEC 


q 


erer 


t. 
vorced from Lhemellin, and Married to 
the ſaid Robert de Audeley, g 


If any object, That though Joare 
the wife of Lhewellin was not the 
baſe daughter of King John by Agatba; 

it is like ſhe was his baſe daughter 

y ſome other woman, becauſe of thoſe 
Authors which you cite to that purpoſe; 
L anſwer, and ſay, that it is nothing to 
the caſe of Amfcia, whether the ſaid 
Joan was 2 (Baſtard or not, as I have 
fore proved; But however it doth 
not yet certainly appear to me that ſhe 
was ſo; For, though Vincem upon 
Braokg,' Speed, Iam, and the Monke of 


. Cheſterwho did write the Poly-Chronicon, 


and ſome others do ſay, that ſhe was a 


h Baſtard, yet they are not much tobe re- 


becauſe the ſaid Author of the 
Poly-Chranicon,. (as Voſſiut tells you in 
his Book de Hiſtoricis Latinis, p. 487.) 


Avyed ia the year 1363, which was 159. 


years after Lhewellin married the ſaid 
laane, and yet, the ſaid Monke lived 
Jong before any other Author (which I 
have talcen notice of )who doth call her 
a Baſtard. Letustherefore examine the 
matter a little; and in order thererto,let 
SL B 4 us 


(22) 
be obferve how many wives the faid 
King Iobn had. | 


Firſt, he married Alas daughter of 
the Earl of Moriana in the year 1173.a8 
you may read in Brompton's Chronicon, 


col. 1082, u. 35, Hoveden ( Frankfurt | 


Edition, printed 1601.) Page 532: u. 3 
Matt. Paris ( put out by Doctor Watts) 
Page 127. u. 5. (which Editions of Hove» 
den and Paris, I do all along follow) and 
the like you may find in Vincent upon 
Brooke, Page 133. who alſo there tells 
you, that by Mori ana is not meant More · 
ton, but Savoy, with which Matt. Par. 


p. 751. 2. 46. doth alſo accord; But 
p. 751 | 


the {aid 4/azs being then ſcarcely ſeven 
yeares of age, as you may ſee in Matt: 
Paris, p. 127, n. 6, and dying preſent] 
after, the ſaid King ĩabhn coul — 
hly have any iflue by that wife 


Soon after this, viz, in the year 11 56 


( as you may read in Hoveden, p. 553. 


#. 46, and Matt. Paris, p. 132, . 29) 
there was an Agreement for a marriage 
tobe had between the ſaid John ( then 
yaungeſt ſon of the ſaid King H. 2.) and 
8 daughter of iFiam Earl of Gloceſter, 


ſog 


"OS. a 


—— Y . 


| (23) 
fon of Robert Earl of Gloceſter, which 
ſaid daughter is not there named, but 
her name was Hawiſia or Avis. and the 
marriage afterwards took effect, but 
be was divorced from her in the year 
T 200, as will anon appear, 


Thirdly, immediately upon his Di- 
vorce he married Iſabel daughter of the 
Earl of Exgoliſine, who was his laſt wife z 
for, ſhe ſurvived him; and by her he 
had iſſue (as will be agreed by all) Hen- 
ry, (afterwards King Henry the Third 
Richard, Earl of Cornwall, ( afterwards 
King of the Romane,) Toant wife of 4- 
Iexander the ſecond, King of Scots, Elea- 
nor, firſt married to William Marſhal the 
younger, Earl of Pembroke, and after- 
wards to Simor Mount ſord Earl of Tei- 
ceſter, as alſo Iſabel, who was ſixth wife 
to Frederik; the ſecond, Emperour of 
Germany. | 
But King rh marrying the ſaid 7/abe! 
in the 2 1200. could have no child by 


her old enough to be married to the ſaid 
Thepellin in the year 1204, 


Neither 


(24 
Neither could Joane the wife of Alexa 
2 — King of Scots be the ſame 7 
ho was wife to Robert de . 
ſhe was wife to the ſaid Alexander in the 
year 1291, at appears in our Hiſt. An 
p. 60. and Mat. Pax ee 3. 1. I2, an 
died before her husban (he you) in 
the year 1336. e 
But; Mat: 275 who in Eine 
2 — 091468 TY 2 755 = 
oy. Fra her death, an 
ied in the Fer 12363 in Lela, 
— But you in your 
52 at; Paris, p, NO. n. 39. 
9 (aid Alexander did to 
vie the {aig Toanc, and ghar * died 1 in 
the year 1249. nem m wh 


The on! queſtion theo will be, Whe- 
N wife was Kin Jokers 
timate daughter, by bis y ice Hawiſ ? 
which if ſhe was, then ſome of our Au- 
thors taking notice but of two daugh- 
ters named aue, which, the ſaid King 
had, did thereupon miſtake Jane 
the wife of Lhewellin, for Jaane. the wif 
of Robert de Audeley, and ſo did millea 
ſeveral of our later Authors into the like 


ELIOT. 
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Sure I am, that Mat. Paris, who 
as contemporary with the ſaid Ioane, 
p- 23 1. u. 52. calls her the Kings danghter, 
without the adgition of Baſtard, or any 
thing tending. thereto; His words are 
theſe, Quo facto, venit alius Nuncius ex 
parte filie ejuſdem Regis uxoris videlicet 
Leolini Regi- Walliz, &. Alſo in the 
Taign of King V. 3. her ſon David is by 
him (p. 537. 569. and in many other pla- 
ces) ſtiled Nepos Regis, and p. 6. called 
Nepos Regis tx Sorore, and p. 570. he is 
ſaid to be propinquus Regz conſangninita- 
te. Alſo Knighton, col, 2417. u. 42. 
thus ſays of her, Rex Joharnes dedit fili- 
am ſuam Leolins Principe Wallie in u- 
rem, & cum eadedit caſtellum & totum 
territorinm de Elleſmere in tonfinio Wal- 
Tiz, And the King himſelf in the afore- 
ſaid Record gives her the title of filig 
voſt 7 4. ; | 


' Alfoin Lib. Barlings (in which Book 
befides what concernes the Abby of Bar- 
Tings in Lincolnſhire, there are terrain 
Annals (beginning An. 1050. and end- 
ing An. 1231.) ſhe is called the ſaid 

Kings 


{ 26) | 
Kings daughter, without the Addition 
of Baſtard , For, as I am informed by a 
judicious perſon, who, at my requeſt did 
lately ſearch the ſaid Book in Sir Joh 
Cottons Library, theſe words Lewelinus 
diſponſavit filiem Regis I. are the only 


words, fol. 22, b. which concern the 


ſaid matter: And yet you, in the ad. 
Page of your Addenda do ſay, That the 
ſaid Joane Lib, Barlings, Fol. 22. 6. is ac- 
&nowledged and called baſe daughter of K. 
John. I hope therefore the Reader 
will take heed how farr he gives credit 
to what you ſay. 


Neither have I as yet found any Au- 
thor who lived in that Age with her, 
who hath ſaid that ſhe was a Baſtard; 
Indeed, our later Authors as Vincent and 
others, who ſay that ſhe was illegiti- 
mate, do many of them ſay, That King 
Tohn was divorced from his ſecond wife, 
as well for that ſhe was barren, as with- 
inthe degrees of conſangyinity, which 
barrenneſs, if it could be made to ap- 
pear, would certainly prove the ſaid 
Toane to be a Baſtard 3 And, thisopini- 
an hath ſo far prevailed in this laſt age, 
that whereas learned Mr. Cambden, as 

you 


=» © 2a 6, SASSY 


ww was &> qa a 4 God to he © 


K 


rr 


(27) 
may ſee in his Britannia in Latine 
printed at London 1607. p. 259. ſpeak» 
ing of the Divorce of the ſaid Hawiſia 
rr name he miſtakes and calls Ha- 
Y doth only uſe theſe words illam re- 
pudiatam , Doctor Philemon Holland in 
the Engliſh Tranſlation (unjuſtly) ren- 
ders it thus, That King John did repudi- 
ate her upon pretences, as well that ſhe was 
barren, as that they were within the prohi- 
bited degrees of — But our 
antient Hiſtorians ſay nothing of her be- 
ing Barren. 


For this fee Hoveden (who was living; 
all the time that Hawiſſa was wife to 
K. John) p.803. 1. 34. in the year 1200. 
Eodem Anno fadlum eft divortium inter 
Johannem regem Angliæ et Hawiſam axe- 
rem ejus filiam Willielmi comitis Glouce- 
ſtrriæ per Heliam Burdegalenſem Archi- 
epiſcopum , & per Willielmum PiGaver- 

em, & per Henricum Sanctonenſem epij- 
copos : erant enim affines in tertio gradi 
conſanguinitatis, Fado itaqʒ Divortio inter 

Johannem regem a__ uxorem ſuam, 
ipſe Rex Anglie conſilio domini ſui — 
regis- Franciæ duxit ſibi M nxorem — 


(028) 
bel lim Ailmari comitis de Eugoliſ- 
mo, Cc. 4 


So alſo Mat. Paris (living in the time 
of the ſaid Jane) p. 200. 1. 23, in the 
faid year 1200. Eodem ſempore celebrato 
Divortio inter Regem Anglorum & x- 
orem ſuam Hawiſam comitis Gloverniæ , 
filiam, eo quod affines erant in tertio gra- ( 
du conſanguinitis. Duxit idem Rex, con- 
ſilio Regis Franeorum Iſabel filiam comitis' * 
Engoliſmi. G 

L 
Þ 
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So alſo Mat.Weſtminſter in that Editi- 
on printed at London, 1570. lib. 2. p.76. 
7. 25. Anno gratie. M. CC. Rex Johan- pr 
nes Iſabellam fliam comitis Engoliſmm g 
duxit in uxorem & Dominica proxi ma an- fi 
te feſtum ſandi Dyoniſii confecrata eſt in 
reginam ab Huberto Cantuarienſi Archie- Fe 
piſcopo, quia celebratum fuit divortium 
inter ipſum & Hawiſiam comitis Glover- | 
niæ filram, eo quod contingebant ſe in ter- R 
tio conſanguinitatis gradu. — 


Now certainly theſe antient Authors | ,, 
mult needs in this point be credited be- 
fore thoſe that lived ſo long after them, 
and eſpecially ſince all thoſe that I have 

mes 


( 29) 
met with who ſay ſhe was barren, ot do 
call her 'a Baſtard, do not one of them 
know her true Chriſtian- name, but are 
either ſilent therein, or elſe (Which the 
moſt of them do) do call her 7ſabel in- 
ſtead of Ham ita. 82 m 


See alſo the words of Red: de Dicets 
(who lived in the time of the ſaid King 
john) col. 706. u. J. which words are 
theſe, celebratum eſt divortium inter Jo- 
hannem regem Angliæ & filiam comitis 
Gloceſtriæ in Normannia, 45 e A 
Liſorienſi, Baiocenſi, Abrincenſi & alii 
epiſcopis qui inter fuerant, quam ipſe tem- 
pore patris permiſſion? Romanæ eccleſie 
dirxerat in uxorem cum Comitatibus de 
Gloceſtria, de Sumerſatum, de Devene- 
fire, de Coruwaille, et aliis quamplurimis 
per Angliam honoribus. Set ille ſullimio- 
ris thori ſpe raptatus, conſilio pravorum 
eam abegit, unde magnam ſummi Pontiſi- 
cis ſcilicet, Innocentii tertii et totius curiæ 
Romanæ indignationem incurrit, preſur 
mens temere contra leges et canones dliſſol- 
vere quod eorum fuerat aucforitate colliga- 
tum. | 


And 


(39) 

And now let any man judge, if ſhe, 
had been barren, whether that would; 
not have been alleadged as a cauſe of 
King John. ting her away, as well as 
his deſire of matching into a more ſub- 


lime family; So that I ſee no reaſon to 
conclude the ſaid Ioane to be a Baſtard, 


until it be proved that ſhe was fo, by. 


ſome Record, Deed, or good Author 
who lived in that Age, and eſpecially 
ſince the ſaid Hawiſia's daughter (if ſhe 
had one) might very well be old enough 
in the year 1204. to be married to the 
ſaid Lhewellin Prince of North-Waless 
But it is not material to the caſe in hand, 
whether the ſaid Inane was a Baſtard or 
not, Becauſe all the Gifts you mention 
in your Addenda, were either not gifts i 


free marriage, or elſe were not given 


to the ſaid Lhewellin with the ſaid 
Toane, 

As to what you ſay in your 7 Page, B 
did in my former Book give you ſeve- 
ral Reaſons, why the words of Glanvil 
did not — what you ſuppoſed they 
did, and in the 38 and 39 Pager of m 
Reply did tell you how you had ! 


E 
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utianſwered , and did alſo thete 
u you, 'thiat Mr. Garbi did not 
aer Lands might be given witty 
Woman in liberum maritagium, but 
only in maritagitm; and yet after all 
| this; you have the confidence again 
ther upon Mr. Glanvil what he ne- 
dei eicher mrant or ſaid. ; 


1 


n your 8. age, you ay I hive 
charged you with many abſolute untruths 
and groſi abſuraities, and: in ftead of mo- 


1 


and clear Anſwers to the bery point or 
e of the rhe bh did burſt out into. 
extravagant expreſſions in things wpon the 
which gives 20% ow to imagine 

I think y cauſe declining: But 
thoſe, and feveralother of your expreſ- 
fions, ſeeming to proceed more from 
paſſion then reaſon; I ſhall at preſent 
Fee by, and do not doubt, but I 
[be able to vlear my ſelf, frum any 
thing which you have or can particu- 
18 charge me withal; And whereas 
you pretend that my confidence did 
aſe, becenſ you are tied ap by your Pro» 
miſe to write no more touching Amicia. I 
Hill aſſure you I received no encou- 
tagement er for I do not take you 
TS to 


| (32.9 | 
to be ſo t a Bug · bear as you 
GR 10 bes d if 1dada dg 
ed upon your promiſe, I had been much | - 
miſtaken, but I did very well know 
what you meant todo, for (belides what 
I heard from others) the ſame day my 
Reply was finiſhed, you did write a Lets 
—— Backed mc Tenncke 
new ent ot B ord and Suitebal, 
and beforeany part of my laſt Book was 
riated, I received notice from your 
* you-would 
print ſome precedents as Addenda is | 
former but it ſeems that reſoluti-⸗ 
on, as alſo another, (as I was informed) 
of writing an Auſwer in a third per 
name, were both laid aſide, and what | 


" 
9 


n 
in your 9 page you again tell ne 
That I begin my Reply vith an 


ruth t ©! 
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bercauſe I fay, that thoſe of our Co 
. whoateunderſtandiag ee ile 


ly diſoerne 1 ſome of 
5 


ons, that it was — . el 
| your great love to. t qo 


what Lanker,: 


1 | — 
Hy" to oats Toe 


©,” if 1. EE 
ſatisfaction our groſs ally, 
me bear the blame: 1 
teaſon, ſince you pretended —4 y 
E 
15 


great love to truth-which did occa 

Tor to Write againſt" Auicie, but 
icht in general cyxmes let t 

know it eee Ke 

vod you ſo to do and 1 will 

to the Reader, e * 57 

all offenſive ex preſſions in 


r 
4 — 


In to. Page, you ate als Over« 
2 For e found in your 
Hiſtorical Antiquities ewo Deeds mage 

by Rendle de Gernowi: father to Hugh 
1 0.458 Cin the time of which Hi 

2 


Avi 


GA, 
Jaſtice of 
nah eee bee“ . 


5 
ariis , alt 1 know of none 
Fic oa cee e wire chied 
one of them; 1 did: therefore, left 
there ſhould be two Juſtices in the rime | 
of the ſaid Raph, 1 firſt Book 'call 
him Chiefe Ju ? becaufe'the ated 
alone, A Al oled in my 
. 
that᷑ there was then any uy in 
rhe dite of the (aid: for this, 
tell me Iſiould' %- been more 
. nous, and dody ee well 
hw this there wa⸗ no other Jud Judgeof Ihe 

rag at that time , which being a 

tive, it is impoſhble for me to'know 
A as you, may ſee in aut icun 
S vor 3. . 97 en and 
Vvour Hi 8 d. & 131. there 

ka the me 2 & faid Earl Hug b ſon 
times two Juſtices of Cheſter, 1 
times but one; So that there poſſihij 
might be another Juſtice of Cheſter 
when the ſaid Rapbh was Judge there 
And whereas you give a glance at u 
vain- glory, by pretending mo 
to ſay it was ſo : i defire to K 
— poſſibly be vaters -herei 


 & 6%. 
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fine it was 42 bib udn elde — the 
aid Raph to ſole ſuſtice of C „ AS 
tobe Chiefe Juſtice in caſe there were 


Ila your 11 and 12 Pages, you deny 
chat you ſaid that Geffrey Dutton was 
witneſs to his own Deed or Deeds, but 
to 174 — and tay, it was 
miſtake in ſaying 10; But, if 
= 4 perſons read the — — 5 Pages of 
your Anſwer to my firſt Book, they may 
eaſily ſee that you apply the words Do- 
mino Galfrido de Duttoz in that Deed of 
_ Tabley' to that Jeffrey de Dutton who 
made the ſaid Deed, and they will alſo 
find you ſaying , That in ſeveral other 
Deeds of the ſame perſon (meaning ſtill 
| in] the ſame Geffrey) you dere affirm among 
be witneſſes ſubſcribed be bath five times 
| and more the word Dominus omitted, for 
nel auce that we find it refined to bis name. 
Let the Readers therefore (if they can) 
find out, how you could imagine his 
name to be at any time amongſt his on 
Witneſſes, if you did not take him to be 
4 Witneſs to his own Deeds. 


r C3 You 


— 
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You alta in the ſama Pages of your, 
Addenda ſay, Thet if be bad be 


en 4 Knight, 
he would have called himelf by bi Tule, 
Ego Galfridus de Dutton Mites; or, 
Ego Dominas Galfridus de Dutton deni, 
&c; But, this is directly contrary to 
what you did write at the bottom of the, 
5. Page of your ſecond Book; and it is 
well known, that in very antient times, 
every one who was a Knight, did not al» 
wayes give himſelf the Title of Ales or 
Dorina in his own Deeds, neither had 
he alwayes the ſame Title given to him 
by others, which, if occaſion required; 
I could make to appear. 5 


You alſo tell me, that when I ay 
That Dominas Galfridus de Dutton mit- 
weſs to the other 2 — Deed of. 
Nether-Tabley wes his Father, it mas 
my groſs miſtake, For it wes Geffrey 
Dutton of Chedle. Aud you alſo ſay, 
that there were four Getfrey Duttons, 
twook Badworth, Father and Son, and 


twoof Chedle Father and Son, much | 


contempozarp3 and for the proving of 
hoſe two of Budworth ( thoſe of c 
bein not there named) you ſend me tq 
*. : 4 youp 


| 


q 
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appears in your Hiſt. Ant. p. 206. 
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(37) 
your" Book of ' Antiquities, Page 226. 
there to be informed of what (you ſay) 
you: — J de not know, But, if I did 
not of thoſe two Gefjrey Dutton, 
how could I tell you in the 10. Page of 
my Reply that Adam de Dutton had iſſue 
228 had iſſue Geffrey who 
e the ſaid Deed of Tabley? or, How 
could: I ſay that Geffrey the Father was 
a Wirneſstothat Deed? and, How doth 
it yet appear that the Dowinns Galfri- 
dus de Dutton, who was Witneſs to the 
faid Deed of Tabley. was Geffrey Duttors 
of Cheadle, and not the other Sir Geffrey 
Dutton of Bxdworth? For, though the 
year 1238. be the laſt time you ſay you 
met with him, yet, as appears in your 
Hiſt, Antiq. p. 216. you have not ſeen the 
of Sir George Warburton, who is his 
heir-male 3 therefore the ſaid Geffr 
might very well live on to be a Witneſs 
to that Deed. But, whether the ſaid 
Sir Geffrey of Budworth the Father was 
then hving or not, one of the Geffrey 
Duttons of Chedle was alſo a Knight, as 
. 
you conceal it in your Addenda be · 
cauſe you would have the Reader to be- 
lieve there was no Sir Geffrey Duttan 
TY C 4 liviag 


(38 
living when that Deed of Tabley way 
made) which will as well ſerve my: 
turn; for, if Sir Geffrey of Budworth was 
then dead, then the Domino Galfrido de 
Dutton is in that Deed to be applied to 
Sir Geßßrey Dutton of Chedle 3 And whilſt 
they were both living, whenſoever you 
find Domino Galfrido de Dutton among 
the witneſſes, it is certainly to be ap- 
plied to one of the Knights, and when 


you find Galfrido without Domino, it is 


as certainly meant of ſome Geffry Dutton 
that was no Knight. TT 
And whereas you object, p. 13. That 
Sir Geffrey Dutton of Budworth muſt 
needs be dead, or 6 Geffrey the Sow: 
could not have paſſed away thaſe Lands. 
That doth not follow, for I have known 
more then once, not only Sons in the 
life-times of their Fathers, but alſo: 
Grandchildren,who have been poſſeſſed 
of Lands in their grandfathers time And 
whereas you ſaythat Margaret wasdaugh- 
ter, but not Daughter and heir of | 
Dutton; cannot tell how that will appear 
without the ſight of Sir George Warbwrtons" 
Deeds; Becauſe Sir Peter Dutton mi 
be ſon to a Gre Dutton, and yet he 
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Brother and heir-mal to"Gefſrey the Fa · 
ther of Margaret. But be it how it will;ſhe 
having the Mannors of Nether-Tabley, . 
Wethale, and Hield, it can be no 
one, if it be any miſtake at all, 


-+ In your 14 Page, you would willingly 
healan — in your former Book, 

| ng it was too ſhort; but, to 
make amends for this, you now overdoe 


it; and becauſe you would make us be- 


lieve that you formely meant as you 
now pretend, you ſay, that a little af- 
ter, you did ſpeak of Knights who uſu- 
ally ſtiled themſelves thus Ego Domi- 
aus A. B. dedi , &c. or, Ego Dominus 
A.B. Miles dedi, &c. But, whoever 
can find thoſe words in your Anſwer, can 
— out that which I am not able to 


In your 16, 17 and 18 Pages, yqukeep 
a great ſtir about the word Cer when 
it is prefixed to any names in ſubſerip- 
tions, and though you were willing in 
your laſt Book to call Sir Raph Mainwa- 
ring, Sir Roger Mainwaring, Sir Thoms 
Mainwaring, and Sir William Mainwaring, 


All of them Knights, yet now you are 
N guts, y Uusßed 


| (40) 
diflatisfied concerning. alt but Sit Te he 


aer Meiwworing , to whoſe name in 4 ty 
Fine. you fiad the word: Aline ads ; by 
and you would willingly inſinuate t | 


the Domings Willielmns Aainwaring w to 
he who was Parſon of Wernith, (though 4 


without any cauſe as . appears by the pr 
Deed wherein he is — an And you do 
ask me, whether I have any Deed of | of 


Hiaph Miinwaring of Che er, with Du 
the word Milite Ea well you 
know that have not, it being much, that tha 
T have thoſe Deeds of his which I 1 wri 
being he was Judge of Cheſter ſo long ded 
fiace, vi. in the time of Richard the| [we 


Firſt 5 But, I pray you, Why.is not the you 
word domino, when prefixed tothe nan . 
of a Witneſs who was not a Clergy · man ſter 
good proof that he was a Knight? (ef. r29/ 
pecially fince ſome who are likely to be fore 


the moſt skilful in thoſe matters, are of 0 
opinion that it is.) And why, if it be 
not good proof, were you lately more 
emeatal then you are now, and 

did your ng Rule of Amicus g 
crates, Amicys Plato, 8c. in cal an, 
Roger, and — — ell 
Or, Why do not you prove the word 
domino prefixed to ſome perfons name 
before 


(41) 
#1] befare. he Was made a Knight? Or; 


alt who was no Clergy · man, and hut 
; aa, at the 8 his death? Or, 
ar| Why doth not the word domino prefixed 
as 8 _ the aforeſaid, 
ob , Roger.,; and William Mainwaring. 
ze! prove them to be Knights, as well as T 
>] doth prove ane of the Geffrey Duttan 
of Budworth, and one of the. Geffrey 
th Dutton: * to ve Knights? For, 
{ you confeſs, Page 13, of your Addende, 
at. tae you do — remember any of them 
writing Ego Dominus Galfridus Dutton, 
dedi, &c. And, Why did not you an- 
— ſwer the Queſtion which I asked of 
vou in the 16. Page of my Reply? viz, 
T the word Dominus do only ſignific Ma- 
oo] ter, ( jon would have it) What is the 
el reaſon, that in ſome Deeds it is only put be- 
web fare the names of ſame of the witneſſes, and 
of | not before the names Mothers? although 
zel thoſe other perſons to mhoſe names it is not 
e| put, many times are Lords of wag Av: 
ad} 2075, and perſons of verygreat Eſtate. And, 
What 7 on that you do not call 
all the four 741 Dutton, Knights, at 
well as two of them? ſeeing in the 139. 
you ſay, Tou have (if you miſtake not \ſeem 
ben all ſometimes ſubſcribed with Doming 
Ck. n prefixed, 


= „ ., 
r but not any of them writ 

mſelf, Ego Dominus, t. Or, 
comes it to paſs, that neither of the tin 
ights did ever write ſo, if what 5 

715 Your 11th Page be true? Sure 
Reader will eafily perceive, 
ſtrange work you yet make with theſt 
1 
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Geffreys and their Deeds. 2 

lu your 18th Page you alſo ſay, Tb 
7 faſten u pon you ant ber untruth , where 
I tell you, that you have ſeen the opinion 
of a Fudge under his hand, with Reaſons 
for the ſame touching Amicia, But, whes 
ther this be an untruth or not, let what 

ou formerly ſent me under your o. 

and determine, where you name the 
Judge, and alſo take notice that his rea: 

ons were given under his hand; Let 
me therefore adviſe you for the futurt 
to be more cautious what you write. 
And whereas you alſo ſay, That your 
memory is not ſo bad, but you could remem- 
ber fomething of it or his name; Let the 
Reader look in your Hiſt, Ant. p. 135; 
J. 3. and p. 136. J. 43. or ſee your words 
in the 5p./.15. and 12, p. I. 5. printed 
with my Defence of Amicia, and he will 
there find that you did know the Rea- 


ſons of the ſaid Judge. | 
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; 134 : 


ow! And whereas you pretend, I wes 
2 impoſſeble for you to have alleadged to the 

1 Her the tertth part of what yaw 
_ roxld have done in ſo ſbort a ſpace; I ſhall 


leave that to them, they being both yet 
living, as alſo whether they have found 
any thing in your former Books con- 
cerning Amica, which they have not 
heard from you before. And as for 


en your Lawyer of very good note, and 

good Antiquary, you do well in concealy 

| r But certainly he was ves 
1 


d that would nat furgiſh you wi 
ſome Precedents to make good what 
he ſaid. AN * 2 © 


> 3a 70077 ; 
What fay io the 20th Page, and 
Wente mĩddle of the 23 Page, ſhews 
dearly that you art reſolved not to 
4 For, when at the. (irlk l 
vechvut bf Mineft; Angl, Part . g. 
267. that Nic hard Bacuns Mother could 
not be High Cyveliok's daughter, becauſe 
It was Razdle de Gernoniis, not Randle 
Alundeuil, whom the ſaid Richard called 
Unckle, in regard there was a Villiam 
Archbiſhop of Jork, and one whoſe 
Name began with an R. which was then 
(4 Biſhop 


(24 ) 1 
Biſhop of Cheſter, both living in the vp 
time of the faid Randle de Gems: 
bat that there was no William Atchbiy 
ſhop-of York, during all the time of ; 


Randle Blundevil, nor any man Biſhop of 
Cheſter whoſe name began with X, aftef 
the faid Randle Blandevilcould be 
enough to ſeal a Deed, as alſo; becauſe 
Bienns witneſſes were contemporary 
With Randle de Gernoniiss You in t 
JA and 535 Peger of your Anſwer, do no 
only ſay that you conceive the Roli fro 
wherice the Detd in Moneſtifor | was 
Written is miſtaken in Ml. and &s 
{which was a ſtrange Anſwer): but you! 
alſo ſay, There was no ſuch Archbiſhop of 
York called William, vor Biſhop of Che- 
ſter whoſe Chriſtian name began with R 
both living at one time, either inthe times 
Randle Blundevil or Randle de Gerut 
nib that you cus fied. But when you! 7. 
ercaved that I had clearly proved by 
Authors, that a Villas . 
Arch of Tork, and that Roger C 
rom was Bilhop of Cheſter in the time af 
Randle de Gernoniis, ſo that you could 
no longer deny the ſame ; You now ul 
your Addenda would willingly avoid te 
Argument, becauſe the faid Nil 
upon 
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ppon his —_— w not the PalF; 
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i= ated nor —— 


onof the Archbiltoprick ti 
| after prayer of Pope ear oy wt 
* Pope * the getoud, and 
= 
rc cite 
* | fo, as well — 
"FX it is 1 — bay he was 
upon by many to be t — bank 
| hp, — ES £ 
by Pope Ege, (8 — 
ELL 13577 Page 77, 2 
Page ſome perſons. name 
of to chetime 'of Election, 
x) others nocodiog to the tinie oF biyRe- 
on, which doth-reconcite 
2 Are lacing — 
o 4 . 
Ie ; 
by] - od whereas you e T1 
. the-Provicee of 
70. not Wolz; J anſwered that 
*. Book, where I told. you that 
che eee Was not named 
* ese in the fad ea 


within 


. Aude e fal. Hoi? came th 
word Eboracenſ there? But if you h 
foreſeen I would have asked you't 


een. doubt not but you wou 
ſaid , That the word Eboracenſ 
miſwrit, as wall, as the LAS ill, 
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—— st 
made; na 11 54. Which falls '$ 
. of the life of nella 
Gernoniis, whereas vvhoever vvill 
the 88 and 89 Pages of my Y, il E 
finde that N hamed frre Win 
chard. Bacwns; vin. Hugh Was, 
e Celevile, e | 
aſter, and V illiam — 
allo did inſtance in five Deeds to vvina 
Randle de Gernoniis v vas a party, to e 
of-wrhich; one, tyvo, or three: of 


Work 
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F —_—... 
did Bacwns ſaid witneſſes were allo wit- 
n a 3 and if if your pleaſe you mayalſo 
1 pts fuck Deod Angl, Part. 
| b. and — in A- 

Je 45 Part 2. p. 260. ö. 


1 which you, did alleadg 18 | 


is wwe . meg e at a a great 

| is nothing like this Ca 
| there any weight in William Ba 
a witneſs to a fingle Deed of La 

devils, for, he might be a. 

— when he was witneſs to Kicker 5 
At aan; Deed, and livi g tobe old e's 
be a witneſs to one o Blundevils 
Deeds, But it is probable he was Son, 


en i 


| Grandſon zor 8 Kinſman of the other 
13 Bacun 3 Bur, you os deal a little 


4 1 wad. 7 bi Tru Reader, when 


or ſay ie was, 
2 he death 


nine years 
Rondie de Gernomd- 
u, and the time that Randle Blandevil 
vas Earls, For, though t be true, yet 
#! it wonld be a longer time before Rendle 
Anderl could be old enough to ſeal a 
Deed, for his Mother was but Twenty 
325 yeafs old when he came to be 
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7 {os did Deck | 0 * 8 = 


ton 275 Tus 
e 
thou your 27 e, 8 
Farfus ts 70s 4255 ve 
N. ets yet in the 25 Page i 


YE 
auche * 2 . 8 


tart o contradit what ou af 
id, you have ſinte the 
blotted it but thoſe Books 
have diſpoſed of ia tliefe pi 
although I do not ſet b 

Mother might be a lawftl dau; N 
the ſaid de Bieſchines, 1 f will 
not further eng gage in her d defence, b 

als by that, Tad the contle la 

hich you repeat at the Kei" nd 
your Book. | 


49 ) 


75 ave nor dong Je 
Rl. 3 yo haveſo Boe 
ale" particular, I hope you wi ee 


| e or- 
4c — — dere dre proved. cher the 
ut 


ar- aforeſaid Bertred was venty y four 
| years of age in the year 1181, en her 


uchand died, hy which it appears, that 
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as appears by your Hiſt. 2 . 
1— a —. inſt the vvelſh 1 
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— 4 Li Hugh mult needs 
aſt Ooe and twenty cars ole 
D 2 der 
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that Deed was drier ſous — 

before, vis. immediat the 
of Randle de Gernoniis , For the ſaid 
died Excommunicate, and '$#+ 


vinghale and thoſe other Lands were g 


ven for his is Ablolution and the th 
kin Sou, * heal pF 


©" But, beſides what is here 

you look at _ end p the — 
Hiſtory put out by Dr. Powel 1584, ins 
— before the Table, you will ſee 
— the oy line of the'197 page of the 


vyelſb Hi ory is iniſprinted, andthay 


in 10 ſaid Page it ſhould: haves been 


Printed thus: "About the ſame” 
Hugh fon to the Eatl of Cheſter, 
fied E ee ene of CR — 
Melienyth tu himſelf 

alſo there find, that — tek 


faid Hugh wan Mel 'Was in the 
e. 4 95 THY 


Now * this wh ane is is org 
credit, I hope yon will not deny; For 
in the Page of your (aria theſe 19 Amtiqui-| 
ties, you aknowledge, in theſe — 
mate 


then his Wife Bertred; But, it is yery 
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Wii's, + ap WP | 
matters you 'chiefly follow the 
And Dr. Powel in his Epiſtle, as alſo in his 
Notes on the faid Hiſtory , p. 206. tells 
us, That Caradocns Lhancarnan is repu- 
ted and taker of all learned men to be 
the Author of what is therein written, 
until the year 11356. And as you may 
ſind in elf, his Book, de Hiſtorieze 
Latini, p. 389. and in I. Chrono> 
2 5 p.325. the ſaid & was li- 
— hon ſaid Hugh wan Aelicy 


The — pp therefore is, Of 
what age the' ſaid Hvgh then was? And 
. becauſe that is uncertain, and that Fam 
willing to reckon ſo, as may be moſt ad- 
wantageous td you, I will ſuppoſe him 
ti be then but Twelve yeuts old, which 
is the ſame age that Silveſter Giraldut, 
p. 203. ſayes Prince Lhewel/in ap » + 
weth was of, when he began to infeſt his 
Unckles, and is indeed as young, a8 l 
have obſerved any to appear in ſuch 
believe har — he arr 

ieve that Hugb Cyverrok- | 
the ſaid Bertred ſo ſoon'as ſhe was four- 
teen years of age, then the ſaid Marri- 
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55 


Age 


Sonia upmarryed. till, al was abave 
I veares old, or tat he, ſhquld 
to. hig. fat Wife, one fo, mugh 


t from him in yeares; be 
when he had Marryed a former Wife, 
Who.dyed:leaving bim om a daughter 
DR ee it ig no Wonder if in thjs 
hes A — Lady, 49 
the agent. he a. might Yo-male to 

him in ſo — ay Efate 1 
therefare,, th _ wid ; 
aa be 49. L of your Reply 


Par 12.7 fp & 
ee 5 
71305 29d Wos bat 12 peas 
wan Melzenit: 2 year 
_— yet he. would he 41, years of 


— Merrie —— ou Rery | 
erefore | 
ay thar\, ſo-! great. a pexſor bet 
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ed Bertred; And, if he had a fotmer 
ife, there would be no cauſe to ſuſ- 
Amicia to be illegitimate, if your 
pretended Precedents had been ſuch as 
you did untruly ſuppoſe them to bezwith 
which I will conclude what I have now 
to ſay , when I have ſubſcribed my ſelf 
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Tour Aſſeclionate Coſin 


and Servant, 5 
Baddeley, 
Feb. 13. 
1671. 
| 
Thomas Mainwaring. 


